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REMARKS 

The Applicants do not believe lhat examioation of this respons t 
wiU result in the introduction of new matter into the present appUcation for 
invention. Therefore, the Applicants, respectfully, request that this response >e 
entered in and thai the claims to the present appUcation, bndly, be reconside -A. 

The Office Action dated July 18, 2006 has been received and 
coDsideied by the Applicants. Claims 1-20 are pending in the present appUc: don 
for invention. Claims 1-20 are rejected by the My 1 8. 2006 Office Action. 

The Office Action rejects Claims 1, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 18 19 an. 20 
under the provisions of 35 U.S.C §102(b) as being anticipated by the 
specification to the present invention, page 1 and page 2, lines 1-1 5. The 
Applicant points out that the rejected claims define subject mater for an inte: jet 
receiving arrangement for receiving information data and having quaHty tesi 
means for testing the in formation data retrieved and received by the informs ion 
retrieval means and for supplying the activation information to the address 
retrieval means when the quality of the received information data is below b 
quality threshold value or when no information data prooessable by the inte aet 
receiving anangement axe received fiom the information server. The OfEic( 
action alleges that the BI area of the specification for the present invention 
teaches the quaUty test means as defined by the rejected claims. Specificall the 
rejection alleges that the background description in Ihe specification on pag ! 1, 
Imes 20-30 and page 2, lines 5-15 discloses quahty test means as defined b: the 

rejected claims. The AppUcant, respectfhlly, disagrees. The BI area of the 
specification to the present invention states thai "server down" is stored wH i the 
address information of the information server and suppUed to the internet t dio 
upon request (see page 1, lines 20-30) and that it is a problem that no audic is 
received or heard if the received information data is below a quality thresh Id 
value. There is no disclosure or suggestion for supplying the activation 
information to the address retrieval means when the quaUty of the received 
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information data is below a quality threshold value within the BI area of the 
specification to ihe present invention. Therefore, this rejection is traversed. 

The Office Action rejects Claims 3 and 13 under the provisior i of 
35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being obvious over theBI area of the specification to tb s 
present invention (page 1 and page 2. lines 5-15) in view of the adinitted pric • art 
Keibango Radio (hereinafter Kerb^ pages 1-3. The AppUcant, respectfu ly, 
submits that claims 3 and 13 are allowable due to the dependency on Claims I 
and 1 1, which have been previously discussed. 

The Office Action states that Claims 5-7 and 15-17 are rejecti i 
imder Hie provisions of 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious over the BI area )f the 
specification to the present invention (page 1 and page 2, lines 5-15) in view 
Official Notice. The Applicant, respectfully, points out that the text of the o fice 
Action contains rejections for Claims 4-7 and 14-17 under this rejection. 
Therefore, this rejection is addressed as a rejection of Claims 4-7 and 14-17 

The MPEP at §2144.03 states that if the Applicant challenge: a 
factual assertion as not properly of&dally noticed or not properly based upo i 
common knowledge, tiie examiner must support tiie finding with adequate 
evidence. 

Regarding Claims 4 and 14, the Applicant asserts that it is nt t well 
known within the art for an internet receiving arrangement for ttie address 
retrieval means, when the activation infomiation is present, to be adapted tc 
retrieve transcoding address information fioro the address server, which 
transcoding address information identifies a transcoding server which is ad; pted 
to transcode information data stored in an information server but not procei sable 
by tiie internet receiving arrangement into information data processable by he 
internet receiving airangeraent. and in which tiie information retiieval mea s are 
adapted to retrieve tiie information data processable by tiie internet receivii g 
arrangement ftom tiie transcoding server identified by tiie transcoding addi :ss 
information. 

Regarding Claims 5 and 15, the AppUcant asserts tiiat it is r )t well 
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known within the art for an internet receiving airangement, in which noise 
generator means are provided and adapted to supply noise information to 
information data processing means of the internet receiving arrangement duri ig 
the time that the activation infonnation is present. 

Regarding Claims 6 and 16, the AppUcant asserts that it is not <veU 
known within the art for an internet receiving arrangement, in which liie add] ^s 
retrieval means, when activation information is present, are adapted to retries e at 
least two items of collective address information from at least two address se vers 

comiected to the intemet. 

Regarding Claims 7 and 17, the Applicant asserts that it is no well 
known within the art for an intemet receiving arrangement, which intemet 
receiving airangement is formed by an intemet television set adapted to rece ve 
and process audio/video data in the form of infoimation data. 

The Applicants has adequately traversed the finding of Offic: d 
Notice for the elements discussed above within the rejected claims. Therefc -e, 
the Applicant, respectfully, asserts that the Examiner is in error in the assert on of 
Official Notice for Claims 4-7 and 14-17. The Apphcant's response above ^ 
indicated why the noticed facts are not considered to be common knowledg or 
well known in the art. The Applicant requests that the Examiner produce p: lor art 
references that demonstrate that the above discussed subject matter within ( laims 
4-7 and 14-17 axe well known or of common knowledge within the art. 
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Applicant is not aware of any additional patents, publications, n 
olher information not previously submitted to the Patent and Trademark OfB* . 
which would be required uDder 37 C.F.R. 1 .99. 

Id view of the foregoing response, the Applicant beUeves that he p: 
application is in condition for allowance, with such allowance hemg, respect: jUy. 



Please address all correspondence for this ^plication 1 
Michael E. BeJJc, Senior Intellectual Property Counsel 
PhjUps Intellectual Property & Standards 
Phihps Electronics N.A. Corp. 
P.O. Box 3001 

BiiarcUff Manor, MY 105 10-8001 USA 
TelNo. (914) 333-9643 



CERTIFICATE OF TRANSMISSION 

I hereby certify ihat this coitespondeace 

is being transaiitted on tihis date via 

facsinule transmission to (571) 273-8300 AND addressed to: 

Mail Stop: Amendment 

COMMISSIONER OF PATENTS 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Date iTf Tr?'''°^^''^'"<^"- Qctober 18. 2006 



requested. 




James D. Leimbach 

Patent Attorney Reg. Jo. 34,374 
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